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The Ph.D.dissertation by T. Sharma under 
the guidance of Dr.K.P.Jog, University of 
Poona, has set up a consistent picture of the 
Bharadvajas who originated from an 
eponymous seer who was the son of 
Brhaspati, the latter being a descendant of 
Aiigiras who was the son of Brahma. 
Dr.Sarmah has discussed almost every bit of 
information, however small, about various 
Bharadvajas and about their writing and 
weighed the same critically. He has 
consistently traced their history from the 
hoary Vedic past to known Puranic past. 

MahaBha.xii.165.17 and xii.284.17 tell us 
that originally there were only 4 mulagotras 
- Angiras, KaSyapa, Vasi§tha and Bhrgu. 
Ahgiras had a descendant, Utathya— 
Ucathya~ USija or Asija (p.54). Mamata was 
Utathya’s wife. She had polyandrous 
relation with Brhaspati, her husband’s 
brother. This relation gave rise to the birth of 
Bharadvaja. The legend occurs in VisnuP. 
iv.19, MatsyaP.49, VayuP.ii.37 and 
BhagP.ix.20. All these Puranas offer an 
etymology of the word (or name) 
bharadvaja. The word also occurs in the 
Prepuranic texts, RV.i. 116.18, vi.15.3; 

VajaS. 13.55 SatBr. VDI.i.1.9 and MahaBha. 
xiii.95.32 (as a variant). 

Sayana on RV (copied by Mudgala) and 
SatBr; MahTdhara on VajaS. split the 
compound as bhara(d)+vaja(m) the initial 
member being Present Active Participle and 


the total compound meaning ‘bringing about 
nourishment’. These etymologies are termed 
Brahmanic by the author (pp.58-60). 

MahaBha.xiii.95.32 (variant), VisnuP 
iv.19.18, MatsyaP. 49.25, VayuP. ii.37.145 
and BhagP. ix.20.38 are the Puranic 
sources for a different etymology. They have 
the split of the compound in an altogether 
unconvincing and fanciful way as bhara + 
dvaja(m) the initial member being an 

Imperative Second Person formation and 
the total compound meaning ‘nourish him 
who is bom of two males’ pointing to 
Mamata’s polyandrous relation with 
husband and his brother. 

This second etymology is a 
folk-etymology as Monier-Williams calls it 
under the word dvaja. This word apart from 
the above five references, occurs thrice in 
Puspasutra as a name of a Saman (perhaps 
wrongly contracted from bharadvaja). 

Anyhow, we cannot challenge a proper 

noun. But the formation dvaja is gramatically 
not possible. The allomorph dva occurs only 
when the next member is a numeral. The 
allomorph dvi occurs elsewhere as dvika 
‘pair’ dvigu ‘having two cows’ dvidha 
‘twofold’ dvitaya, dvipa and dvija. It can 
occur along with next member a numeral 
(dvya§Tti) but dva does not occur with a 
non-numeral second member. Moreover 

one does not come across a compound with 
first member full-fledged Imperative and the 
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next member in object-relation with the first 
member. 

Hence the so-called Brahmanic etymology is 
more justifiable than the so-called Puranic 
one. The author has not at all hinted at 
above points. 

In the preface, the author has regretted his 
inability in procuring accents in Devanagari 
text of Vedic works. He could also not 
procure the fonts o5 and which 

respectively represent intervocalic d and dh. 
He has, however, compromised with 
respectively c* and ?t? which in reality 
represent the laterals respectively / and Ih. 
Hence, one can be confused whether the 
intervocalic c* stands for lateral or retroflex 
(Cf.FN.l on p.153, FN 16 on p.154, FNs 
1,2,10 on p.157, FNs 1,6 on p.160 FNs 7-11 
on p.161 etc.) 

One can make the following observations 
about the Abbreviation and Bibliography 
lists. The abbr. BharDS for Bharadvaja 
Dharmasutra occurs nowhere throughout 
the book. 

We are familiar with the Dharmasutra of 
Gautama, Vasistha, Vaikhanasa, Satyasadha 
- Hiranyakesin and the reconstructed ones 
namely Sumantu, Sarikhalikhita, HarTta and 
Kasyapa. 

Bibliography (p.344) enlists 3 editions of 
the Tantric work Bharadvaja Sarhhita while 
in the introduction itself (p.xl) it has been 
stated that the chapter on Bharadvaja 
Samhita had to be dropped because the text 
could not be procured from any source. 
Smith’s bibliography enlists 4 editions 
(p.xliii) of which three have been 
conveniently cited in the Bibliography. 

Later works like Bhavaprakasa, 
Gotra-pravaramahjar! etc. have been 
consulted. The author could have profitably 
consulted the Gotra and Pravara lists in 
VTraMi. (Samskara) for comparison with 
earlier lists. 


The tables of geneologies should have 
been better arranged, e.g. 1st table starts at 
the bottom of p 114 and runs for only one 
line on p.115. 3rd table starts at the bottom 
of p.115 and runs on for 2 more pages. 
These could have been better arranged by 
shortening text on p.114. Similarly Table 3 
could have been better started on a fresh 
page and run on for 2 more pages till the 
bottom. 

Each chapter divided in numbered 
sections, contains foot-notes at the end of 
the chapter. This does not facilitate smooth 
reading. 

Mistakes of diacritics - KautilTya 
Arthasastra, Naighantuka, Dharasastra, 
satapatha (p.x viii-xx), Tarasaropanisad 
(p. 15) Samyu (for Samyu p.xxv) could have 
been avoided. Upanisada should be 
Upanisad (p.xx) Samits could have been 
replaced by samidhs (p. 16). 

There are some awkward English 
constructions e.g. provides a several 
accounts (p.xxxv)' could not have adopt 
(p.xli), all these things point to a full-scale 
intercourses (p. 17) Varhsas .... shows that 
(p* 19). 

There are some mistakes of wrong 
spacing, absence of spacing and joining of 
Devanagari, some spelling mistakes like 
Belvelkar (p.XX). 

These drawbacks surpass the overall utility 
of the book. We do get a lot of information, 
about many a thing, e.g. Preceptor Drona 
and his son Asvatthaman were Bharadvajas 
(p.xxvi). The Brahmanas and Ksatriyas were 
not watertight compartments. A Brahmana 
could become a K^atriya and vice-versa 
(p.xxvii). The author has convincingly 
proved the fact that Divodasa was a patron 
of Bharadvaja. For this, he takes support of 
RV.i.116.18, vi.16.5 and vi.31.4 and goes 
against the interpretation that Velankar has 
offered (p.7). This Divodasa was a 
contemporary of Payu Bharadvaja and may 
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have flourished around 3536 B.C. (p.302). chronological details that the author has 
The cult of Pusan is the novel gift of the tried to furnish. 

Bharadvajas to Indian Culture, (p.303). It will 

be out of context to plunge into the D.B.Polkam 



